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The President’s Letter 


THE MEMBERS THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION: 


This the last letter that shall write President the Associa- 
tion. want express gratitude all the many members who 
throughout the year have been helpful the contribution their 
time and effort the affairs the Association. have received sub- 
stantial number suggestions ways which the Association 
could greater assistance the bar. They have been followed 
and put into effect. particularly want thank the officers, members 
the executive committee, and the chairmen the various committees 
for the splendid way which they have carried out their responsibilities. 


view the many activities which have been going on, cannot 
summarize them this brief space but intend the next issue 
the reprint copies the reports all our committees which 
will submitted the annual meeting January 27, 1956. 


have tried during the year emphasize our monthly luncheons 
arranging timely discussions matters current interest. have 
been gratified the large attendance these luncheons and hope that 
regular discussions may continued even expanded the 


has been great experience and honor your President this 
year. extend successor every good wish for his success carry- 
ing out the numerous affairs and activities the Association. 


December, 1955. 


L 
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American Bar Association Seeks 
New Members 


The American Bar Association, with which the Federal Communica- 
tions Bar Association affiliated organization, has announced plan 
increase its membership least 50,000 within the next few months. 


Officials the ABA said this would the largest organizing 
campaign ever conducted national professional group. 


Smythe Gambrell Atlanta, Georgia, President the ABA, said, 
“Our problem keep the legal profession abreast changing condi- 
tions today’s economic and social order. The American Bar Associa- 
tion has accepted that challenge. 


“We want every American lawyer active member the 
American Bar Association. 


“We must immediately double the membership the national 
organization the legal profession carry out its great objectives. 
These include improvement administration justice, the maintaining 
high standards legal education and ethics, and the extending 
legal services all who need them.” 


The organization the campaign will climaxed February 
when hundreds ABA recruiting teams will make simultaneous 
canvass contact prospective members throughout the country. 


Gambrell declared that the American Bar Association now has about 
per cent the potential membership among the nation’s lawyers, 
judges, and law teachers, while other professional organizations have 
much larger percentages. gave the comparative figures per cent 
for dentists, per cent for doctors, per cent for osteopaths, and 
per cent for accountants. 


Percent- 
Potential Actual age Income 
Member- Member- Member- from Total 
ship ship ship Dues Income 


Medical Assn. 83% $25 $3,500,000 $9,000,000 
Dental Assn. 4,000 72,000 86% 2,100,000 
Osteopath Assn. 12,371 8,900 72% 525,000 790,000 
Bar Association 220,000 24% 606,000 666,000 


“There room for snobbishness the national organization 
the legal profession,” said Gambrell. “Our profession exists for the 
benefit the public and must justify its existence its service the 
public.” 
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“The American Bar Association embarking long-overdue 
campaign double its membership and resources—to bring the rank 
and file the country’s lawyers into its various enterprises for the benefit 
the public and the profession. 


“The legal profession cannot afford longer stigmatized the 
fact that the percentage lawyers our national organization only 
one-third the membership percentages other professions. Nothing 
short ‘mass revival’ can marshal our forces and keep spiritually, 
culturally, and technically fit and step with the amazing developments 
this era.” 


Several thousand the leading members the bar every section 
the country will participate actively the drive, said Gambrell. 
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Recent Court and Agency 


Defamation—Television Broadcast Picturing Plaintiff Being Ques- 
tioned Gambling Raid Not Invasion Right Privacy (John 
Jacova Southern Radio and Television Co., 2001 (No. 
26,649, Sup. Ct., Florida, October 26, 1955)). 


news telecast the defendant television company showed 
“canned” film depicting gambling raid restaurant Miami Beach, 
followed another raid hotel. The plaintiff was the lobby 
the hotel the time the raid and police officers pushed him against 
the wall and questioned him. This sequence events involving the 
plaintiff was used the television program. Just prior showing the 
portion the film depicting the plaintiff being questioned, the television 
announcer said, “Tronolone’s Cousin Carmen was arrested his apart- 
ment other officers.” Plaintiff alleged that his right privacy had 
been invaded and that had been identified before the public 
alleged gambler resulting personal injuries and injuries his business. 


The Supreme Court Florida affirmed the summary judgment 
entered favor the defendant the lower court. the outset the 


‘ 
‘ 
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court held that the allegation that was depicted being 
arrested gambler was untenable since the background the film 
showing the plaintiff could not mistaken apartment, and the 
announcer had said “Tronolone’s Cousin Carmen” was arrested his 
apartment. The court agreed with the contention the defendant that 
since did not falsely depict the plaintiff gambler, was privileged 
publish his picture because was actor newsworthy event. 
“Where one, whether willingly not, becomes actor occurrence 
public general interest, emerges from his seclusion, and 
not invasion his ‘right privacy’ publish his photograph with 
account such occurrence.” The court went say that, since the 
telecast was made from film, the television company was held the 
same degree care invading the right privacy are 
the editor and producer. 


Due Process—Removal Telephone Service Under Florida 
Bookie Law” Not Denial Due Process (Southern Bell Telephone 
and Telegraph Co. Nineteen Hundred One Collins Corp. (No. 
26,659, Sup. Ct., Florida, November 1955)). 


Under Florida law the use customary telephone 
wire facilities for gambling purposes unlawful. Under Section 365.08 
the Florida Statutes, when any utility providing customary telephone 
service informed any state federal law enforcement officer that 
the service provided being used illegally, then the utility shall 
disconnect and remove all telephone and telegraph service. Section 
561.291 the Florida Statutes provides that licenses issued the state 
beverage department the state hotel commission are automatically sus- 
pended during the time telephone service discontinued due illegal 
use. Neither statute provides for hearing prior the discontinuance 
telephone service the suspension hotel beverage licenses. The 
“anti-bookie law” does provide for hearing before the Florida Railroad 
and Public Utilities Commission after the telephone service has been 
discontinued, which hearing limited the question restoration 
service. The net effect the two statutes summarily put hotel 
operator out business without prior hearing 
telephone facilities utilized for gambling purposes. The appellee 
this case, hotel operator, contended that this procedure constituted 
denial due process.as required the Declaration Rights the 
Florida constitution and the 14th Amendment. The trial court agreed 
holding the two statutes unconstitutional. 


The Supreme Court Florida reversed with three judges dissenting. 
The court affirmed that gambling and the regulation hotels were 
appropriate areas for the exercise the state police power. With 
respect the main issue due process, the court said that felt that 
the privilege going into court equity prior the actual revocation 
telephone service met the organic requirements due process because 


‘ 
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the nature the regulation involved and the objectives accom- 
plished. Prior decisions had established this right telephone user 
present his cause before court equity effort prevent the 
discontinuance service prescribed statute. distinction was 
made where the telephones had admittedly been used for gambling 
purposes and where the use telephones for the transmission 
gambling information was disputed. the former case was held 
that only “some peculiar unusual equity” could forestall the discon- 
tinuance telephone service, whereas the latter any party threatened 
with unjustifiable discontinuance service could show such lack 
justification, with the result that restraining order would issue pre- 
venting the termination customary telephone service. 


Evidence—Admissibility Evidence Obtained F.C.C. Monitoring 
Service—Information Obtained Monitoring Authorized Station 
Criminal Prosecutions Under Immigration Laws. 
(U.S. Sugden, 2089, F.(2d) (9th Cir., No. 14,405, 
September 30, 1955)). 


rather unusual case, the Court Appeals for the Ninth Circuit 
has held that information obtained monitoring radio transmissions 
private radio systems may not used criminal proceeding 
long the stations involved are operating under appropriate license 
from the Federal Communications Commission. the same time the 
court holds that evidence obtained monitoring such stations before 
they are duly licensed admissible the theory that “as private 
radio communications, before any right privacy exists under Section 
605 the Communications Act, the voice must legally the air.” 

this case, the defendants were allegedly concealing the illegal 
entry Mexican laborers and using the so-called “wetbacks” con- 
nection with the operation their farm. These facts became known 
largely through the monitoring the defendants’ private radio system 
Federal Communications Commission inspectors. These inspectors, 
who were conducting normal monitoring and recording activities, simply 
turned the information obtained thereby over the Immigration authori- 
ties who used secure indictment. 

trial, the lower court quashed the indictment the ground that 
the evidence obtained monitoring the private radio system could not 
used since Section 605 the Communications Act prohibits the 
unauthorized publication communications overheard through moni- 
toring wire-tapping. appeal, was conceded that had the 
information been received from tap defendants’ telephone line, 
instead from radio-telephone interception, would have been inad- 
missible. The prosecution argued here that since the F.C.C. had 
legal duty monitor, also had the right disseminate other 
government agencies any information obtained thereby. The court 
answered the argument stating that the monitoring personnel find 


the station and operators legally authorized communicate, their legal 
duty fulfilled, and they may further “than effect the policy 
the The government agent who monitors cannot make use 
the fruits his monitoring finds the station legally the air 
and the persons using the station legally authorized operate it.” 

However, this case, the court found that during all but one day 
the period monitored, the station was operating without proper 
license. then reasons that since Section 605 was not designed 
protect the “outlaw” broadcast, the evidence obtained prior proper 
licensing admissible and the case should remanded that the 
lower court can distinguish between the authorized and unauthorized 
operations and reconsider the indictment accordingly. 


Labor Relations—Secondary Boycott (NLRB Associated Musicians, 
2009, F.(2d) (2d Cir., November 1955)). 


This action arose upon petition the National Labor Relations 
Board for enforcement its order directing the respondent musicians’ 
union desist from certain unfair labor practices violation Section 
8(b)(4)(A) the Taft-Hartley Act (decision the NLRB this case 
reported F.C. Bar 21). 

The musicians employed Radio Station WINS New York City 
were engaged labor dispute with the licensee that station. The 
unfair labor practice the part the union was the picketing 
the Yankee Stadium and the Eastern Parkway Rink. The station was 
accustomed broadcasting the baseball games the New York Yankees 
from the Stadium and certain boxing matches from the Rink. The union 
stated that picketed these two places for the purpose publicizing its 
dispute with the licensee the radio station. The Board found, however, 
that least one the purposes the picketing was place pressure 
upon the secondary employers for the purpose causing them 
threaten the licensee with loss business unless came terms with 
the union. 

The musicians never worked either the secondary locations, 
and there was connection between the musicians and the broadcasts 
made from the Stadium the Rink. Accordingly, the picketing the 
secondary.locations cculd not justified under the theory that the situs 
dispute extended these two locations. The court held that was 
not significant that none the employees the secondary employers 
had actually engaged strike result the picketing, since the 
Act comprehended attempts induce encourage employees the 
secondary employer strike. Finally, was held that the jurisdiction 
the NLRB correctly rested upon the element interstate commerce 
the business the primary employer, and was immaterial whether 
the secondary employers could said engaged interstate com- 
merce not. The petition for enforcement was granted the Court 
Appeals. 


242 THE FEDERAL Bar 


Lotteries—Promotional Scheme Used Retail Food Stores 
Violates New Jersey Lottery Act (Lucky Calendar Co., Inc. Cohen 
(No. September Term, 1955, Sup. Ct., New Jersey, September 
27, 1955)). 


This proceeding arose upon request for declaratory judgment 
the inventor and party proposing utilize promotional scheme 
the retail food business. The illegal promotional scheme centered 
around “Lucky Calendar” which was mailed each householder 
within given market area. The Calendar contained strip coupons 
which would enable the holder purchase “bargain” the nearest 
Acme Supermarket. also contained perforated entrance blank with 
place for the name, address, and telephone number entrant 
the “Lucky Calendar Contest.” enter the contest was only neces- 
sary for the participant fill out the coupon and deposit box 
the nearest Acme Supermarket. There was requirement buy 
anything enter the contest; the participant did not have deposit 
the coupon himself; nor did need present the drawing 
order win. 


The New Jersey Lottery Act prescribes that any person who “Gives, 
barters, sells otherwise disposes of, offers give, barter, sell 
otherwise dispose of, ticket any share interest ticket 
lottery” guilty misdemeanor. The Supreme Court New Jersey 
held that, under the wording this statute, consideration was not 
necessary element for the existence illegal lottery, since the statute 
expressly uses the phrase “gives disposes court struck 
the essential ingredient chance which was obviously present the 
scheme. However, the court concluded that consideration was fact 
present, there being sufficient legal detriment sustain simple contract. 
Consideration existed the act completing the entrance blank and 
arranging for its deposit the box the Supermarket. The obvious 
benefit the promisor was the increase the volume its business. 


Public Companies—California Public Utilities 
Commission Will Investigate Lease Rate Private Radio-Telephone 
System Determine Whether Rate Compensatory Will Impose 
Burden Other Customers Telephone Company (In 
California Gas Co., al., Pub. Util. Comm. Cal. (No. 51271, 
March 29, 1955)). 


This proceeding arose before the Public Utilities Commission 
the State California result applications filed the Southern 
California Gas Company, The Southern Counties Gas Company, and 
The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company. The applications 
sought approval agreements whereby the gas companies would sell 
their radio-telephone equipment the telephone company, which 
turn would lease the equipment back the gas companies for operation 
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the gas companies, maintenance and new facilities being supplied 
the telephone company. 


The Utilities Commission found that the owning, leasing, and main- 
tenance private mobile radio-telephone systems Pacific would not 
interfere with its regular telephone service; that the proposed arrange- 
ment would not burden gas consumers, but would rather effect economies 
for the gas companies; but that the proposed transaction, the agreed 
charges, would not compensatory Pacific and would, therefore, 
result burden the regular telephone customers Pacific. 
the basis this latter finding the agreements were not approved, but 
permission was given amend provide for higher compensation for 
Pacific. The Commission held that, since Pacific did not segregate its 
properties, the risk the present undertaking would fall upon its rate- 
payers rather than upon its stockholders. Thus the contract with the 
gas companies did not yield sufficient return, that return would have 
come from the telephone customers. The Commission stated: 


“We conceive our duty prevent them [monopolies] from 
taxing their ratepayers finance experiments. But not conceive 
our duty consistent with our duty, servitors the public welfare, 
prevent them from engaging new projects their stockholders’ risk.” 


This case highly important represents the first instance 
wherein state public utility commission has considered telephone com- 
pany mobile radio system acquisition might affect over-all telephone 
rate structures. This field for consideration might well engage close Fed- 
eral Communications Commission study the future. 


Public Companies—Public Utilities Character 
Private Line Telephone Service (Chillicothe Telephone Co. Public 
Utilities Commission Ohio, 126 N.E. (2d) 917 (May 25, 1955)). 


appeal was taken the Supreme Court Ohio the Chillicothe 
Telephone Company from order the Public Utilities Commission, 
ordering Chillicothe join with two other telephone companies the 
furnishing continuous full-period exclusive-line telephone service 
Commercial Motor Freight, Inc. Commercial Motor Freight, common 
carrier motor vehicle, requested Chillicothe join with two other 
telephone companies providing extension its already existing 
private line service two additional terminals. Chillicothe refused 
provide such service claiming that full-period private-line telephone 
service was not public utility function. The telephone company denied 
that was the business furnishing such service, and further con- 
tended that the Public Utilities Commission was powerless force 
give such service. 

affirming the order the Public Utilities Commission, the Su- 
preme Court Ohio expressly held that the furnishing private line 
service was the nature public utility service, and that the Com- 
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mission had jurisdiction make the order question. Citing Missouri 
Pacific Co. Nebraska, 164 U.S. 403 (1896), the court recognized that 
the Commission could not require public utility, against its will, turn 
over private persons for their private use and benefit the exclusive 
control and use portion public utility property. was pointed 
out, however, only difference between message toll telephone 
service and private line service was that, the former, the parties have 
private line during the period the call, whereas, the latter, the 
have private line twenty-four hours per day. The court noted 
that: 


“It the duty which the purveyor producer the service com- 
modity has undertaken perform behalf the public generally, 
defined portion it, which stamps public utility, and not the use which 
the consumer makes the service commodity furnished.” 


Taxation—Profit From Sale Stock Amusement Corporation 
Capital Gain Where Facts Not Support the View That Purchase 
Price Was Mainly Compensate for Individual Services (Jack 
Benny and Mary Benny Commissioner Internal Revenue (25 
T.C. No. 28, October 31, 


The Tax Court the United States here finds that the Internal Reve- 
nue Service erred determining that over per cent the total sales 
price received the stockholders Amusement Enterprises, Inc., upon 
the sale their stock the Columbia Broadcasting Corporation and 
Columbia Records, Inc., was compensation Jack Benny per cent 
stockholder Amusement) for his services. Internal Revenue had 
charged Benny with tax deficiency over $200,000 alleging that the 
CBS purchase Amusement Enterprises was mere subterfuge cover 
payment Benny for services rendered effectuating switch his 
radio program from NBC CBS and that, therefore, the major portion 
purchase price should treated income Mr. Benny and his 
wife. 

Dealing great detail with the stipulated facts the case, the 
Tax Court finds that Benny’s personal services “subsequent the sale 
Amusement’s stock, were never discussed bargained for during the 
negotiations.” distinguishes the instant case from earlier holdings 
Beal’s Estate Commissioner, 268, and Particelli Commis- 
sioner, 212 F.(2d) 498, stating that unlike the transactions these 
cases, the instant transaction involved nothing more than bona fide 
purchase CBS stock. 


The key the case appears lie the fact that Benny had 
contract for personal services with Amusement, made promises 
CBS stay with the packaged program owned Amusement (on which 
was the star), and steadfastly refused undertake any obligation 
work towards shift the program CBS. sum, the Tax Court 
holds that CBS bought Amusement Enterprises taking calculated risk 
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that Benny would remain the radio show produced Amusement, 
and would strive move from NBC CBS despite the lack any obli- 
gation so. Thus, finds that the profit Amusement was pure 
capital gain and part the purchase price allocated income 
Benny for services promised rendered. 


Taxation—Internal Revenue Service Ruling—Proceeds From Sale 
Fully Depreciated Films Are Capital Gain (Internal Revenue Service 
Ruling 55-706 (IRB 1955-48, November 28, 1955)). 


Acting request from film production corporation which ordi- 
narily rented its productions the customary basis (weekly daily 
fee, percentage box office receipts), but which had agreed sell 
200 old films for use television, the Internal Revenue Bureau has issued 
the following ruling: 


“Where motion picture producer which distributed motion picture films 
rental lease basis, but does not sell such films the ordinary course 
its business, sells quantity its own fully depreciated films one unusual 
and isolated transaction, the gain realized from the sale taxable long- 
term capital gain under the provisions Section 1231 the Internal Revenue 
Code 1954, provided the conditions that section are otherwise met.” 


explaining its ruling under Sections 1231 and 1221 the 1954 
Code, the Service places great stress the isolated nature the trans- 
action and finds that “the 200 films were not stock trade, property 
primarily for sale customers the ordinary course trade 


Unfair Competition—Copyrights—An Author Has Cause Action 
Quasi-Contract Where Discloses Story Idea and Proof 
Can Adduced Show That His Work Was Used Make Motion 
Picture (Desny Wilder al, 286 (2d) (California District 
Court Appeal, 2nd Dist., Div. Three, July 15, 1955)). 


closely reasoned and exhaustive opinion, California state 
court holds that author who submits story idea motion picture 
corporation executive may entitled damages can proven that 
his story, although submitted only synopsis form, was actually used 
make film. The case came for review way lower court which 
granted defendants’ motion for summary judgment. Plaintiff had called 
defendants’ offices make appointment with Wilder. secretary 
insisted knowing his business and plaintiff then told her about his story 
idea. later made synopsis his manuscript the story and, 
second telephone conversation, dictated the synopsis Wilder’s secre- 
tary. There was further communication but within two years after 
the above occurrences, defendants released and distributed picture 
allegedly using and copying material, 
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The trial court granted the motion for summary judgment, partly 
because the traditional position that protection afforded mere 
idea, and, partly, the finding that there was implied contract be- 
tween the parties. The appellate court here reverses part indicating 
that the facts presented connection with the motion for summary judg- 
ment were not conclusive whether implied contract did come 
about. More important, the court reviews most the applicable cases 
plagiarism, and concludes that cause action very definitely exists 
can proven that the defendants used outline making 
their picture. The court thus states: 


“While the contents plaintiff’s synopsis were within the public domain 
and defendants free use all any the facts incidents there set forth 
they had original sources for their said facts and they could not, 
the face notice expectation pay, take short cut using 
his compilation, not without incurring liability him for such use.” 


Unfair Competition—Use the Name Sales and 
Repair Business (Sullivan Sullivan Radio V., Inc. (Sup. Ct., 
New York, September 19, 1955)). 


The plaintiff this action was the nationally known radio and tele- 
vision personality, Sullivan. The instant ruling was made upon 
motion pendente lite restrain the defendant from using the words 
“Ed Sullivan” its corporate name. The defendant was engaged the 
retail business selling and repairing radio and television sets under 
the corporate name Sullivan Radio and V., Inc. The organizer 
the defendant corporation was Edward Sullivan Buffalo, New 
York. Plaintiff contended that, regardless the fact that plaintiff and 
defendant were not business competitors, injunction was warranted 
protect the name and reputation the plaintiff. 

The Supreme Court New York denied the motion for injunctive 
relief the grounds that every man has the absolute right use his 
own name his own business, even though may thereby injure the 
business another person bearing the same name, provided does 
nothing calculated mislead the public. Obviously person cannot 
trademark his own name and thus obtain monopoly it. According 
the holding the court, there was nothing the conduct the de- 
fendant mislead the public the belief that the plaintiff was any 
way connected with the radio and television shop the defendant. 


| 
| 
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Recent Commission 


Cease and Desist Orders—Competitive Practices Television Sta- 
tions (Tulsa Broadcasting Co., 1256; Petersburg Television 
Corp., 1395). 


two recent Memorandum Opinions, the Commission has indicated 
its reluctance, least, become involved disputes concerning com- 
petitive trade practices television broadcast stations. However, the 
Commission leaves doubt that will afford appropriate relief 
violation its rules involved. 


the first these, Tulsa Broadcasting Company was the permittee 
television station KTVX, Muskogee, Oklahoma, and licensee stand- 
ard broadcast station KTUL Tulsa. KTVX places city grade signal 
over both Muskogee and Tulsa from authorized site. Tulsa Broadcast- 
ing had filed applications for license for KTVX and for modification 
license change the main studio location KTUL. The latter author- 
ization was sought preliminary step plan consolidate proposed 
auxiliary studios KTVX Tulsa with the KTUL studios. 


series pleadings, and KOTV, both the city 
Tulsa, sought have the applications designated for hearing and asked 
that cease and desist orders issued against certain alleged practices 
KTVX. Extensive charges were leveled against KTVX. These were, 
part, that KTVX had attempted circumvent the Commission’s tele- 
vision allocation plan becoming “de facto” Tulsa station; that KTVX 
had violated Section 3.652(a) the Rules relating Station Identifica- 
tion omitting its location from its aural and visual announcements, not 
only the times identifications were required the Rules but also 
other times when announcements were made; that KTVX had misled and 
confused viewers into believing that the station Tulsa outlet 
omitting any reference Muskogee and the use the name “Tulsa 
Broadcasting Company” integral part its station identification 
announcements; that station KTUL Tulsa carried numerous an- 
nouncements promoting KTVX Tulsa and, because this, KTUL’s 
listeners believed that KTVX Tulsa station; that advertising its 
programming Tulsa newspapers and national publications, “the 
identification KTVX with Tulsa stressed all such advertisements 
while Muskogee scarcely mentioned”; that “advertisements published 
trade publications also lay heavy stress Tulsa”; that KTVX 
purchased space Tulsa newspapers for the publication its logs and 
although its schedule was initially listed under the hearing “KTVX, Chan- 
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nel Muskogee,” the station insisted that the newspaper delete the 
identification with Muskogee; and that publishing its logs Tulsa 
newspapers such manner, KTVX deliberately intended deceive 
the public the location its station. was further alleged that 
promotional brochure was prepared KTVX’s national sales representa- 
tive terms which unequivocally portrayed KTVX Tulsa station; 
that KTVX had published and circulated false statements its antenna 
height and coverage; and that although KTVX had studio Tulsa 
and held authorization operate microwave facilities between Tulsa 
and its transmitter, had advertised that its transmitter was linked 
studios both Tulsa and Muskogee microwave. 

KTVX admitted violations the station identification rule but con- 
tended that these were unintentional and had been corrected. The Com- 
mission held that the cease and desist provisions Section 312(b) 
the Communications Act are applicable cases involving violations 
Section 3.652 the Rules, should the Commission deem advisable 
invoke the provisions that Section the Act. The Commission was 
unimpressed with the explanations KTVX for the admitted noncom- 
pliance and while its actions may not have been willful they indicated 
unawareness important operating requirement the Commis- 
sion’s Rules. Notwithstanding, the Commission accepted the assurance 
KTVX that the violations had been terminated and refused issue 
cease and desist order against violations the station identification rule. 

cease and desist order would also appropriate KTVX were 
shown not operating Muskogee station violation its author- 
izations. While the Commission did not conclude that such violation 
had been shown, did concede that the alleged practices, when con- 
sidered together, constituted pattern operation which would keep 
the identity KTVX Muskogee assignment well the background 
not entirely eclipsed. 

With reference the other charges contained the pleadings which 
did not involve failure operate accordance with license, the Com- 
munications Act, the Commission’s Rules and Regulations, existing 
treaties, the Commission held that Section 312(b) would not ap- 
plicable. But will not hesitate pass upon any activity broadcast 
licensee where such activity reflects upon the qualifications such 
licensee operate its facilities, which event revocation proceedings 
would instituted under Section 312(a). resolving this question, the 
Commission held that the use the name “Tulsa Broadcasting Com- 
pany” and the promotion KTVX the Tulsa station KTUL did 
not violate any policies the Commission. The omission “Muskogee” 
after “KTVX” newspapers and other publications not violation 
the station identification rule any requirement the Commission. 

considering all the alleged trade practices including misrepre- 
sentations tower height and coverage, the Commission concluded that 
neither the issuance cease and desist order nor the institution rev- 
ocation proceedings were warranted, Accordingly, the applications were 
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granted but with the warning that KTVX’s future operations would 
reviewed the light its practices, representations, and assurances 
the Commission. 


the second these cases, Petersburg Television Corp., was 
charged that WXEX-TV, Petersburg, Virginia, was seeking improperly 
become identified Richmond, Virginia, station. WXEX-TV’s sta- 
tion was authorized site located approximately miles from the 
city limits Petersburg and miles from Richmond, with main studio 
Petersburg. The station provides principal city signal Richmond 
and its surrounding areas. The 1950 population Richmond was more 
than six times that Petersburg. 


The charges against WXEX-TV were filed the licensee tele- 
vision station WTVR, Channel Richmond. They were based prin- 
cipally upon promotional brochure which Richmond was mentioned 
more prominently than Petersburg, and upon trade publication wherein 
WXEX-TV was listed station. 


The Commission held that the pleadings did not justify finding that 
WXEX-TV was identifying itself Richmond station the sense that 
operating channel assigned Richmond the Table As- 
signments. The Commission pointed out that its station identification 
rule was not applicable published advertising material and the size and 
color the printing type used the station its promotional brochure 
did not constitute misrepresentation. Nor did the listing WXEX-TV 
“Petersburg-Richmond” station trade publication constitute 
holding out that WXEX-TV was operating channel assigned 
Richmond. 


general, then, the Commission not inclined inject itself into 
commercial situations involving competing broadcast interests nor act 
arbiter determine what shall shall not constitute acceptable 
competitive practices. The Commission has not been unmindful the 
competitive situation which exists among broadcast stations the various 
markets and not unaware the practice stations smaller mar- 
kets identifying themselves their advertising with nearby larger 
markets. But the Commission has indicated the past, while sta- 
tion must give primary consideration its programming the specific 
community licensed serve, must also give consideration other 
listeners the general area which its signal received. Since 
both cases the larger cities were within the principal city contours 
KTVX and WXEX-TV, the preparation and distribution advertising 
and promotional material geared those services were not, and 
themselves, objectionable. However, the Commission was careful 
iterate its authority institute revocation proceedings pursuant Sec- 
tion 312(a) the Act, should the facts warrant such action, 
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Practice and Procedure—Filing Appearance (Delta-Democrat Pub- 
lishing Company, 1466). 


Because the mutually-destructive interference which the proposed 
operation each two applicants would cause the other, two 
applications were designated for consolidated hearing. The notice which 
was mailed applicant Cotton Belt pursuant §1.387 the Commis- 
sion’s rules expired, for purposes filing appearance, with the close 
business March 1955. Cotton Belt had not filed appearance 
that date. However, March the Commission received letter (dated 
February 28) from Cotton Belt which the applicant requested that 
several hearing issues deleted and made other comments. Cotton 
Belt was advised the deficiencies this document and the rule re- 
quirement pertaining appearances Commission letter mailed 
March 18. March 17, Cotton Belt filed appearance with the Com- 
mission, and upon receipt the Commission’s March letter Cotton 
Belt March filed request for late appearance. The only excuse 
offered for the late filing and for acceptance late appearance was 
follows: “The applicant regrets the 8-day tardiness this submission 
appearance but was due our letter February 28, 1955, which 
felt covered all issues.” 

Numerous other pleadings relative the question were filed but 
were not given any consideration the Commission because they did 
not comply with the requirements §1.730 the Rules. That Section 
provides that addition oppositions petitions and replies opposi- 
tions other pleadings may filed with the Commission unless spe- 
cifically requested the Commission leave file such additional 
pleadings has been granted the Motions Commissioner upon show- 
ing good cause. Neither the conditions imposed upon the filing 
additional pleadings were met the parties who filed the additional 
documents. Thus, they were entitled consideration. 

The Cotton Belt letter February made mention intending 
appear. The Commission held that the Rules require specific act 
showing intention appear and the Commission could not, particularly 
view the large volume pleadings filed, attempt find such in- 
tention implication documents submitted for other purposes. More- 
over, Cotton Belt suffered because had not been represented legal 
counsel, the handicap was one the applicant’s own choosing and was 
matter entirely within its control. 


Practice and Procedure—Petition for Stay Adjudicatory Proceed- 
ings Pending Rule-Making Action (Biscayne Television Corp., 
1464). 


Petitioners filed pleading with the Commission requesting, inter 
alia, stay adjudicatory proceedings comparative television case 
pending disposition their request for deintermixture the Miami and 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida, television allocations. The Commission held 
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that entitle them heard the petitioners must establish themselves 
parties interest the adjudicatory proceedings involved. However, 
the petitioners had not submitted timely requests for interventions. More- 
over, the petition did not allege good cause for permitting the adjudica- 
tory proceedings run their hearing course before the petitioners an- 
nounced their interest. 


The Commission was the view that the petitioners’ request sought 
order the Commission restraining itself from deciding the adjudi- 
catory proceeding. The Commission held that such action would par- 
take abdication its agency discretion and its responsibilities 
commission the ordering its own business. What the petitioners re- 
quested was, effect, that the Commission call halt the adjudicatory 
proceedings the sole ground the pendency petition, the sub- 
stance which was addressed the rule-making functions the Com- 
mission. For the Commission recognize private interests this regard 
would derogation its regulatory authority and could only impede 
destroy administrative processes. Accordingly, the petition for stay 
the proceedings was denied. 


Protests—Standing Protest Transfer Control (James Robert 
Meachem, 1427). 


The Commission granted, without hearing, application for consent 
transfer control WEAT-TV, Inc., licensee standard broadcast 
station WEAT and permittee station WEAT-TV, West Palm Beach, 
Florida, General Teleradio, Inc. This action was protested WIRK- 
TV, Inc., permittee station WIRK-TV, West Palm Beach, Florida. 


WIRK-TV alleged that General Teleradio owns television stations 
Boston, New York, Hollywood, Memphis, Tennessee, and Hartford, Con- 
necticut, well radio stations Boston, New York, Memphis, Holly- 
wood, San Francisco, and Hartford; and that view these and other 
General Teleradio holdings, the transfer would lead excessive con- 
centration control media mass communications. 


substantiate its position that was party interest, the peti- 
tioner relied upon Camden Radio, Inc. Federal Communications Com- 
mission, U.S. App. D.C.—, 220 F.(2d) 191, 2072 (1954). While 
the Court Appeals held that case that licensee existing 
station possessed standing protest the Commission’s action granting 
consent the assignment the construction permit for competing sta- 
tion the same community, the Commission did not construe giving 
the carte blanche right protest contended for petitioner. Cam- 
den, the assignor’s station had never been the air and serious questions 
had arisen concerning the assignor’s qualifications hold the permit 
question. The Commission stated that view the doubt thereby raised 
whether the assignor would actually commence operation, the court 
may well have concluded that the protesting existing station was fact 
adversely affected the Commission’s grant the assignment. The 
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Commission feels that the question still open—that Camden does not 
stand for the proposition competitor’s continuing right, without 
showing injury, protest any grant assignment modification. 


The Commission relied upon Camden, however, for the proposition 
that standing protest under Section 309(c) the Communications Act 
determined whether the party one who aggrieved adversely 
affected the Commission’s action. Thus, standing protest Commis- 
sion action must based injury caused that action—the petitioner 
must show that adversely affected aggrieved some change 
flowing from the Commission action protested. The petition alleged that 
WIRK-TV suffers economic injury from the competition WEAT and 
but did not show that this competitive injury would in- 
creased the subject transfer. Therefore, the Commission was unable 
find that petitioners had standing and the protest was dismissed. 
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Recent Law Review Articles* 


Administrative Procedure 


“Standing Protest before the F.C.C.” the subject fairly long 
and well-documented note the Columbia Law Review.! The note 
deals with the grounds for protest, the varieties authorizations subject 
protest, and the type hearing before the Commission. The Com- 
mission’s interpretation restricting the right protest cases eco- 
nomic injury electrical interference approved. Unfortunately the 
writer falls into the error assuming that because economic injury gives 
standing protest, the Commission passing the merits the pro- 
test deciding “whether the grantee the protestant should favored” 
and balancing the interests between the two and attempting deter- 
mine, the case non-broadcast protestant, “whether another type 
business more valuable the community than radio television 
station what the optimum number business units within each 
two fields community,” and that the Commission presumably feels 
that allegations economic injury “raise sufficient doubt the effect 
competition the public interest require reconsideration 
the assumptions are somewhat qualified later dis- 
cussion the application the Sanders case, but none too clearly. 


The Court Appeals decision the Storer case noted the 
Georgetown Law The writer feels that regardless the out- 
come the case the Supreme Court, the Commission can still enforce 
the policy the multiple ownership rules exercising its expert judg- 
ment each case after hearing. 


Other recent articles this field are “Administrative Trial Examiners 
—The Anonymous Prof. Ivan Rutledge,* and note 
“the significant departures from the Administrative Procedure Act 
found the 1952 Amendments the Communications Act 


Communication Media and the Right Public Trial 


The distinction between public trial and the publicized trial 
thoroughly reviewed article entitled “Publicizing Judicial Proceed- 


Cart editor this department. Digests Carl Shipley 
and John Willis. 

Col.L.Rev. 209-225 (February, 1955). 

Geo.L.J. 271 (June, 1955). 

Wash.L.Rev. (February, 1955). 

*23 U.Cinn.L.Rev. 469 (Fall, (J. Van Osdol). 
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ings” Samuel Shuman, law professor Wayne University Law 


The 6th Amendment the Federal Constitution only requires that 
the accused criminal prosecutions shall enjoy the right “speedy 
and public trial.” not clear whether the public has right access 
criminal prosecution. The reasons underlying the right public 
trial are improve the quality testimony and the right the public 
see its government action. United Press Valente, 120 
(2d) 174, the court pointed out that its research failed disclose single 
case where third party, not directly affected the trial, was able 
obtain admission judicial proceedings the ground that the trial was 
not public. The article does not assume that there legal right 
public access judicial proceedings. such right were recognized, 
there would still critical question whether radio, television, and 
the press could assert it. The author argues strongly that trial publicity 
desirable and that all communications media should have equal access, 
despite Canon the American Bar Association’s Canons Judicial 
Ethics, and Rule the Federal Rules Criminal Procedure, which 
prohibit radio broadcasting judicial proceedings from the court room. 
short, trial public should publicized means all avail- 
able communication media which wish so. The author marshals 
considerable editorial comment support his position. 


Copyright 


Some the problems surrounding copyright protection for video 
tape recordings are discussed “Copyright Problems Presented 
New Art,” William 


The article points out that under the present copyright law phono- 
graph recordings are not entitled copyright protection, but that video 
tape recordings, being new art, may possibly protected under Sec- 
tion the Copyright Act, “writings author con- 
cludes that such decisions White-Smith Music Publishing Company 
Apollo, 209 U.S. which established the rule that writings must “ad- 
dressed the eye,” must first overruled before video tape recordings 
can qualify “writings.” present, seems unlikely that video tape 
can protected against infringement under the copyright 
aw. 


Radio and stations must necessarily think terms possible 
copyright infringement because the large amount literary grist which 
passes through their mills. The elements which plaintiff must prove 
copyright infringement suit are set forth “Copyright—Infringement 
Literary Work—An Elemental 


Publicizing Judicial Proceedings, Wayne Law Rev. (Winter, 1954). 
Law Rev. 1081 (May, 1955). 
Marquette Law Rev. 180. 
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Such factors previous work, literary property the work, simi- 
larity the two works, access defendant work, appropria- 
tion the work defendant, intent appropriate, damages 
plaintiff resulting from appropriation, and originality work 
are discussed. Knowledge what copyright infringement plaintiff 
must prove may useful protecting broadcasting stations from such 


Radio Licensing 


The decision the Supreme Court the United States F.C.C. 
Allentown Broadcasting Corp., 349 U.S. 358 (June 1955) noted 
Harvard Law School Record No. page useful style. 
extracting certain crucial passages the decision, the author emphasizes 
that the main thrust the decision that members the Federal Com- 
munications Commission are not bound uphold Hearing Examiner’s 
initial decision unless “clearly erroneous” within the meaning 
Rule 52(a) the Federal Rules Civil Procedure. other words, the 
Commission has much broader scope review when considering 
appeal decision than does appellate court reviewing 
the findings trial court. This matter has been sub judice the Com- 
mission since 1946. Eventually some useful law will one the worth- 
while by-products this protracted litigation. 


Right Privacy 


“Privacy Invasion Telecast” discussed Carl Shipley the 
Federal Bar The article discusses the extent which tele- 
vision station may telecast picture individual, other type 
program matter, without being held liable for invasion the right 
privacy. 


Transfer Broadcasting Facilities 


note entitled “Radio and Television Transfers: Adequacy Super- 
vision under the Federal Communications Act,” appearing the Indiana 
Law provides rather complete analysis the existing Federal 
Communications Commission policy relates the assignment 
radio and television station licenses. The first statute regulating radio 
was the Ship Act 1910, but the first legislative control license trans- 
fers was the Radio Act 1927, which required “consent writing the 
licensing This provision was continued the Communica- 
tions Act 1934 with the addition the “public interest” criterion 
for judging 


Fed.Bar Journal 186-193 (April-June, 1955). 
Ind.L.J. 851 (Spring, 1955). 
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The Communications Act Amendments 1952 continue the public 
interest standard, but limit its application anyone but the proposed 
transferee. This limitation seems preclude any revival the Avco 
Rule which required transferors advertise proposed transfers order 
encourage interested parties compete for the license. The 1952 
amendment imposes the additional requirement that proposed trans- 
feree must have the same qualifications were making original 
application. Prior 1938 the Commission made the sale price sta- 
tion salient consideration transfers. Subsequent that time, has 
almost completely avoided the price element. The authors the note 
suggest that prices have become exorbitant, and that licenses are actually 
being sold the highest bidder subtle scheme trafficking, which 
contrary the public interest. However, the Commission 
formly disapproved transfers when the evidence disclosed intent 
assign license rather than use it. According the note, except for re- 
quiring minimum qualifications transferees, there are currently few 
substantial restrictions transfers. The limitations previously developed 
the Commission under the “public interest” standard have lost their 
effectiveness. However, the note expresses hope that the 1952 amend- 
ments the Act will improve the transfer procedure. 


Under Section 309 the Act, the Commission can make decision 
transfer application without hearing. Although the protest pro- 
cedure provided 309(c) the Act applies transfer proceedings, the 
Commission has shown reluctance entertain protests. The authors 
the note make strong plea for limitation the selling price 
transfer cases, with presumption that excessive price indicates com- 
pensation for the license, and the transfer should denied. 
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Book Review 


Replies from Federal Agencies questionnaire submitted the 
Special Subcommittee Government Information the Committee 
Government Operations, House Representatives (84th Ist Sess., 
Committee Print). 


The Special Subcommittee Government Information was set 
investigate charges “that Government agencies have denied withheld 
pertinent and timely information from those who are entitled receive 
it. These charges include the denial such information the news- 
papers, radio and television broadcasters, magazines, and other com- 
munication media, trained and qualified research experts, and the 
Congress.” The investigation was ordered the premise that 


“An informed public makes the difference between mob rule and demo- 
cratic government. the pertinent and necessary information governmental 
activities denied the public, the result weakening the democratic 
process and the ultimate atrophy our form government.” 


The Subcommittee prepared questionnaire addressed all Fed- 
eral executive and independent agencies, with addendum for inde- 
pendent agencies only, requesting considerable detail access in- 
formation the press and other information media, Congress, other fed- 
eral agencies, business, trade and other groups, and research specialists 
and others. Answers were received from some sixty agencies, ranging 
from the Cabinet departments and the major independent agencies all 
the way down the American Battle Monuments Commission, the Fine 
Arts Commission, the Smithsonian Institution and the Advisory Commit- 
tee Weather Control. The replies have now been reprinted, without 
evaluation, 550-page book, available request from the Committee. 
The compilation should serve useful handbook whereby persons in- 
terested the question can ascertain information policies the various 
Government agencies the present time. 
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Note 


Appearance Judge Television Program 


Following the text advisory opinion (Opinion No. adopted 
the Advisory Committee Judicial Ethics the Conference 
fornia Judges: 

Appearance Television Program. contrary Canon 21, 
fornia Canons Judicial Ethics, for judge appear commercially 
sponsored television program. 


judge has requested the Committee render opinion the 
propriety his appearance commercially sponsored television pro- 
gram dealing with individual youth problems the community. Orig- 
inally, this program was unsponsored, but discontinued for lack free 
time. Its producers now plan revive the program, but all probability 
they will secure for commercial sponsor. During the time was 
previously unsponsored, number judges appeared without com- 
pensation and public service. 


The question whether would ethically proper for judge 
participate this program the event commercially sponsored 
high-class sponsor. 


Canon the Canons Judicial Ethics the Conference Cali- 
fornia Judges adopted August 30, 1949, provides: 


judge should not participate permit the use his name 
connection with any commercially sponsored advertising program, with 
without compensation, even though such program purports for the 
benefit the public even though the compensation offered donated 


charity.” 


view the plain language Canon there appears 
room for construction. clearly denounces judge’s participation any 
“commercially sponsored advertising program.” 

The obvious purpose the Canon, prevent judicial office from 
being directly indirectly used instrument attracting public 
attention sponsor, his his product, would destroyed 


exception were permitted merely because the type program com- 
mercial sponsor involved. 

The Committee the opinion that exception the conduct 
prohibited the Canon deemed desirable, the change should 
brought about repeal amendment thereof and not construction. 
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Index Volumes and 


References are volume and page numbers (Volume 13, No. 
pp. 1-50; No. pp. 51-110; No. pp. 111-145; No. pp. 147-238; 
Vol. 14, No. pp. 1-79; No. pp. 81-160; No. pp. 161-232; No. 


pp. 233-258). 


Administrative law 

Book review, 14:26 

Discovery, 14:99 

General discussions, 13:191 

Good faith reliance act, 13:34, 13:108 

Hearing officers, 14:216, 14:253 

Judicial change circum- 
stances, 14:201 

Judicial review—ripeness action for 
review, 14:216 

Judicial review—scope, 14:19, 14:181, 
14:199, 14:255 

Lawyers commissioners, 14:217 

Practice before agencies, 13:192 

President’s Conference Administra- 
tive Procedure, 13:5, 14:15 

Pre-trial techniques, 18:55, 13:70, 
13:99, 13:180 


Air Force bands, use radio and tele- 
vision broadcasts, 14:222 
Amateur operators 
Automobile license 
American Bar Association membership 
drive, 14:236 
Antennas 
Regulation installation, repair, etc., 
13:44 
Tenant, right erect, 13:206 
Anti-trust laws 
Baseball games, broadcasts of, 13:25 
Broadcasting—newspaper relationship, 
14:195 
College athletic events, televising of, 
13:11 
Professional football games, 13:195, 
14:17 


Assault radio television man, 13:39 


Athletic events 
See also Boxing matches 
Broadcasting and telecasting of, 13:11, 
18:25, 14:17, 14:141 


Australia, radio regulation in, 14:123 


plates, 


Automobiles 
License plates for amateur radio li- 
censees, 13:107, 13:142, 13:205 
Television sets in, 
Baseball games: see Athletic events 
Boxing matches 
See also events 
Taxation sale radio and television 
rights, 13:40, 
Broadcasts 
See Property rights 
Canada 
Radio regulation in, 13:109 


Censorship 
See also Political broadcasts 
general, 13:140 
Television films, 13:33 
Civil rights, book review, 14:27 
Communications Act 
See also particular subject matter 
Amendments 1952, 13:83, 14:253 
Penalties for violation, 13:30, 13:202 


Community antenna television systems 
F.C.C. regulation of, 14:4 
State regulation, 14:4, 


Construction permits 
Premature construction, 14:143 
Requirement of, 13:29, 13:202 


Contracts 
Reservation television rights, 13:12 
Television rights films, 14:24 
Copyrights 
Infringement, 14:254 
Retransmission television broadcasts, 
13:196, 14:218 
Universal Copyright Convention, 13:62 
Video tape recordings, 14:254 
Corporations 
Television advertising “doing busi- 
ness,” 13:90 
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Corporations—Continued 


Television stations, 
13:107 


Courts 

See also Judges 

Broadcasting, etc., courtroom pro- 
ceedings, 13:7, 13:37, 13:41, 13:84, 
13:101, 13:126, 
13:200, 

Jurisdiction doing business, 13:90, 
14:196 

Newspaper reporters, exclusion from 
trial, 13:21, 14:218, 14:254 

Defamation 

British Defamation Act, 1952, 13:32 

Commutation sentence, comment 
on, 14:198 

Conflict laws, 13:30, 13:83, 

General discussion, 13:191, 14:219 

Political broadcast, 14:198 

Publication, 13:12 

Service process, 13:90 

State laws, 13:37, 13:101, 
13:204 

Uniform single publication act, 13:30, 
13:106 


operation 


13:142, 


Evidence, monitoring communications, 
14:240 


Fair Labor Standards Act 
Talent fees, 13:108 


Federal Communications Bar Association 

Committee Reports, 13:46, 
14:35, 14:150 

Committees, 13:49, 13:217, 14:75 

Constitution 
14:151 

Members, 14:223 

Procedural rules, opposition changes 
in, 18:80 


Federal Communications Commission 
Annual report, 1952, 13:45 
Annual report, 1953, 
Annual report, 1954, 14:222 
Jurisdiction over intrastate communi- 
cations, 


Federal reorganization, 14:28 


Frequencies, international 
14:85 


Films 

Censorship, 13:33 
Fisher, Ben, memoriam, 14:149 
Football games: see Athletic events 
Give-away programs: see Lotteries 


Government agencies 
Access information, 14:257 
Reorganization, 14:28 


Horse race information, transmission of, 


Interference, protection from, 
International law radio, 14:85 


Judges 
Participation television program, 
13:41, 14:258 


Labor relations 
agency “employer,” 

Assignment work, 14:19 

Bargaining unit, 13:12, 13:18, 13:14, 
13:91, 13:197, 14:20, 14:197 

Discharge engineer, 13:15 

Featherbedding, 14:218 

jurisdiction of, 13:92, 13:198, 

Picketing, 13:15, 14:21, 14:22, 14:218, 
14:241 

Radio station employer talent, 
14:22 

Talent fees, 13:108 

television 
independent contractor, 


Law Library Congress, 13:45 


Legislation 
Proposed, 13:34, 13:202, 14:49, 14:145, 
14:220 


Legislative proceedings 
Broadcasting and televising of, 


14:18, 14:25, 14:182, 14:253 
Licenses 


Fees for, 
Issuance of, 13:98 
Transfer control, 14:255 


Liquor advertising 
Alcoholic content, 13:208 
Regulation state, 13:200 

Literary property, 13:92, 13:94, 13:114, 


Lohnes, Horace L., memoriam, 14:149 


Lotteries 
Commission regulations, 13:15, 13:85, 
13:198 
Consideration, 14:200 
Promotional schemes, 14:242 
Television programs, 14:200 
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Louis Caldwell Memorial Fund, 13:4, 
14:45 


Monitoring, admissibility evidence ob- 
tained, 14:240 


tions, 14:140, 14:180, 14:253 


News 
Property rights, 13:17, 13:19, 13:192, 
14:17, 14:141 
Parks: see Public property 
Performers, rights of, 13:87 


Political broadcasts 
Censorship, 13:198 
General discussion, 14:18 
Jurisdiction federal court, 14:140 


Practice and procedure 
See also Administrative law 
Appearance, filing of, 14:250 
Applications, processing of, 13:68, 


Applications, reinstatement of, 13:23 

Cease and desist procedures, 14:174 

Changes rules, opposition Federal 
Communications Bar Assn., 13:80 

Chief Hearing Examiner, duties of, 
14:175 

Decision, scope of, 

Depositions, 14:99 

Discovery, 14:99 

Hearing procedures, 13:70, 13:180, 
14:178, 14:216 

Hearing, right to, 13:184, 14:140, 
14:180, 14:199 

Inconsistent and conflicting applica- 
tions, 13:23 

Intervention, 14:172 

Licenses, continued effect pending 
renewal proceedings, 13:77 

Licenses, issuance of, 13:98 

Licenses, modification of, 13:95, 

Multiple applications, 14:202 

Office Opinions and Review, 14:176 

Prehearing conferences, 13:70, 13:99, 


14:216 
television, 13:24, 
13:99 


Protests: see Protests 

Stay proceedings, 
14:250 

Stipulation facts, 

Transfer control, 13:97 

Visual aids, use of, 


Privacy, right of, 13:96, 
14:208, 14:238, 14:141, 14:255 


Property rights broadcasts and ideas, 
13:17, 13:19, 18:86, 
14:17, 14:141, 14:219, 14:245 

Protests 
Amendment statute, 14:183 
Assignment construction permit, 


13:177, 14:22, 
14:251 

Economic injury, 14:171, 14:178, 

Hearings, 
14:184, 14:205 

Issues, 14:185 

Standing, 13:74, 
14:170, 14:178, 14:204, 14:251, 

Stays, 14:171, 14:185, 14:206 
Sufficiency allegations, 13:174, 


14:166, 14:188, 14:207 

Time for action on, 13:30, 13:202 

When protest will lie, 13:177, 14:22, 
14:168, 14:204 

Who may file, 13:74, 13:172, 14:144, 
14:170, 14:204, 
14:253 


Public meetings and records, access to, 
13:37, 13:101, 


Public property 
Erection television 


13:16, 14:141 
Radio, international regulation, 14:85 


Radio stations 
Pre-sunrise operation, 14:24 


Radiotelegraph communications, compe- 
tition, 13:95 

Schools 
See also Universities 
Television in, 


Sunday laws, 13:20, 13:40 


Taxation 

Boxing matches, sale radio and tele- 
vision rights, 18:40, 

Capital gains tax, 14:208, 14:244, 
14:245 

Excess profits tax, 13:20, 

Federal employment taxes, 13:208 

Gross receipts tax, 14:24, 14:142 

Unemployment insurance taxes, 13:201 


Telegraph carriers 
Commission jurisdiction, 18:202 
Distribution international traffic, 
14:142 
Senate study, 13:108 


transmitter, 


any 
ae 


262 JouRNAL THE FEDERAL CoMMUNICATIONS Bar 


Telephone companies 
Commission jurisdiction, 13:202 
Condemnation land for television 
transmission purposes, 13:199 
Private line telephone service, 14:243 
Private radio-telephone systems, 14:242 
Telephone service 
Discontinuance of, 14:239 
Television 
Economics, 13:89 
Educational, 13:20, 13:22, 13:106 


Frequencies, allocation 
Licensing 13:86, 13:98, 


14:210 
Towers, etc., interference with, 13:39, 


Television stations 
Competitive practices, 14:247 


Trade marks and service marks, 13:21 
Transit radio, 


Unfair competition, 13:17, 13:19 
See also Property rights 


casts, etc. 
Use name, 14:246 


Universal Copyright Convention, 13:62 
Universities 
Athletic events, televising of, 13:11 
Television station, operation of, 13:20 


Weather Bureau personnel, participation 
broadcasts and telecasts, 14:25 
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